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Chapter II:  Method 
 
Participants and Setting 
 
 Participants were 20 middle and high-school students from specialized classrooms 
in sixth through twelfth grade (ages 12 to 18 yrs., M = 15 yrs., SD = 2.1 yrs., Median = 15 
yrs.) attending an alternative public day school run by an educational collaborative in the 
northeastern part of the United States.  Sample size was selected given considerations for 
the statistical analyses that were conducted and with consideration of the limited size of 
the population and the lengthy process required to obtain consent.  All grade levels of the 
participating school were represented due to the limited student population from which to 
draw a sample.  The participating school is comprised of two specialized middle-school 
classrooms and three specialized high-school classrooms run by an educational 
collaborative.  All students meet Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders 
(DSM IV, TR) diagnostic criteria for one or more mental-health conditions.  Students 
attending the collaborative school are in attendance because they have not been able to be 
successful in a traditional educational setting and have been referred to the school by 
their member district (i.e., school district that participates with the collaborative).  
Students at the collaborative school often experience severe social-emotional and/or 
behavioral difficulties that require educational modifications in order for them to be 
successful.  Students may have developmental delays or cognitive impairments as well.  
Students are referred to the collaborative school from member districts in the surrounding 
area; the student population is diverse and consists of students from urban, low socio-
economic status (SES) areas as well as suburban middle-class areas.  SES was estimated 
by participation in the school’s lunch program:  Students who qualified for free lunch 
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were estimated to come from families of low SES, those who were eligible for a reduced-
price lunch were estimated to come from families of middle to low SES, and those who 
paid the full price for lunch were estimated to come from families of middle to above 
SES.  The majority of the sample (i.e., 75%) qualified for free lunch (low SES), 0% for 
reduced-price lunch (medium to low SES), and 25% paid the full price for lunch 
(medium to above SES). The characteristics of the sample are represented in Table 1. 
Table 1.  Sample Characteristics 
Characteristic n % 
Gender 
Male 17 85% 
Female 3 15% 
Ethnicity 
White 15 75% 
African American 4 20% 
Hispanic 1 5% 
SES 
Low 15 75% 
Low to middle 0 0% 
Middle to above 5 25% 
Age 
11-12 3 15% 
13-14 6 30% 
15-16 6 30% 
17-18 5 25% 
Grade 
level 
Sixth 3 15% 
Seventh 3 15% 
Eighth 3 15% 
Ninth 2 10% 
Tenth 3 15% 
Eleventh 1 5% 
Twelfth 4 20% 
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Characteristic n % 
Diagnosis 
Mood Disorder  
(NOS, Major Depressive, Bipolar) 
11 55% 
Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder 9 45% 
Autism Spectrum Disorder 6 30% 
Characteristic n % 
Post Traumatic Stress Disorder 4 20% 
Anxiety Disorder 4 20% 
Oppositional Defiant Disorder 3 15% 
Reactive Attachment Disorder 1 5% 
Obsessive Compulsive Disorder 1 5% 
Conversion Disorder 1 5% 
 
Several considerations should be made regarding the contribution of cultural 
influences shared by the sampled population to the expression of social skills. First, 
socioeconomic status indirectly may be linked to poor social skills.  Children from low 
SES backgrounds often qualify for free or reduced meals at school in order to reduce 
academic and behavioral difficulties due to hunger (as mentioned previously, the number 
of students who qualified for free or reduced lunch was used as an indicator of SES).  
Jyoti, Frongillo, and Jones (2005) found that food insecurity over time is related to 
decline in reading and math test performance, increase in weight, and impairment of 
social skills.  Results from that study also indicated that children from low SES 
backgrounds may experience difficulties over time in social and academic areas if their 
basic dietary needs are not met. 
 Additionally, the sample population is clinical in nature and the participants 
presented with marked social difficulties as a result.  It is commonly understood that 
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children and adolescents with Autism Spectrum Disorder frequently exhibit social 
interaction and communication difficulties.  Other disorders found within the sample 
population, such as Attention-deficit Hyperactivity Disorder, Mood Disorder, Anxiety 
Disorder, and Oppositional Defiant Disorder, are also associated with social difficulties, 
although they may originate for different reasons.  It is important to note that the sample 
population is distinctly different from a typical population of students in a regular-
education setting. 
Design 
 Two broadly defined traits and three methods were selected for the multitrait-
multimethod design.  The first trait, social skills, was more narrowly delineated into six 
social domains (representing the construct of interest for validation).  The second trait, 
academic skills, was more narrowly delineated into two academic domains, that is 
reading and math, and was selected as a discriminative construct.  Academic skills were 
selected as the discriminant trait in this study because they are theoretically separate from 
social skills and can be measured as such.  Although studies such as those conducted by 
Arnold, Kupersmidt, Voegler-Lee, and Marshall (2012) and Demaray and Jenkins (2011) 
highlight the relationships that exist between social and academic skills, these studies 
also demonstrate that these two constructs are disparate ones and can be measured 
separately.  Each construct was assessed with three methods:  (a) teacher rating scale, (b) 
student rating scale, and (c) behavioral observation.  The dependent variables were the 
obtained scores for skill performance for each social-skill observation (averaged across 4 
occasions), obtained scores for academic and social rating scales (averaged across 2 
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occasions) and academic skill observation (obtained from performance scores on a 
standardized test).  The multitrait-multimethod matrix is illustrated in Appendix A. 
 The generalizability study was conceptualized as a three-facet, partially nested 
design with occasions (4 levels) and skills (6 levels) as crossed facets, and students (20) 
nested within observers (3 levels).  For practical reasons, students were nested within 
observers because each observer was randomly assigned to particular students; in order 
for them to be completely crossed (i.e., independent), each observer would have had to 
observe every student on all skills and occasions, and this was not feasible for the current 
study. The dependent variable was the observational outcome as a percentage of intervals 
observed for each skill for each student (N = 480 measures).  This design allowed for an 
estimation of variance components for (a) occasion; (b) skills; (c) observers; (d) students 
nested within observers; (e) the interactions between skills and occasions, skills and 
observers, occasions and observers, skills and students nested within observers, and 
occasions and students nested within observers; and (f) residual error.   
Measures 
 Rating-scale data for social skills and academic skills were obtained using the 
Social Skills Improvement System (SSIS) Rating Scales (Gresham & Elliott, 2008).  The 
SSIS is a nationally normed and standardized evaluation tool for assessing Social Skills, 
Competing Problem Behaviors (which was not used in the present study), and Academic 
Competence.  The SSIS is based on factor analytic research that supports evidence for an 
overall score for social skills as well as subscales, or factors, of Communication, 
Cooperation, Assertion, Responsibility, Empathy, Engagement, and Self-Control.  The 
subscales for Academic Competence are Reading Achievement, Math Achievement, and 
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Motivation to Learn.  Subscales are also provided for Competing Problem Behaviors, but 
were not used in the present study.  Behaviors for direct observation of social skills were 
derived from the Social Skills subscales on the SSIS.   
 Observational data for social skills was obtained using Metryx, a tool designed for 
tracking student progress on a number of skills.  Metryx was developed by Stephanie 
Castilla and Shawn Rubin (COO and CEO of Metryx, respectively) at a charter school in 
the northeastern part of the United States to supplement traditional observation 
techniques for the purposes of progress monitoring and decision-making in social-skills 
interventions. Metryx uses iPad technology for recording behavioral observations and 
providing instant feedback about a student’s performance in various skills.  Metryx is 
also available for iPhone as well as Android phone and tablets and can be accessed via 
internet on a computer as needed.   
 Observational data of academic performance was obtained using standardized 
measures of achievement for reading and math.  Reading and Math scores were obtained 
primarily from the Wechsler Individual Achievement Tests – Third Edition (WIAT-III; 
Wechsler, 2009).  The WIAT-III is a nationally standardized assessment of academic 
achievement and contains multiple subscales.  The WIAT-III math and fluency scales are 
of interest for the present study because they allow for a direct observation of academic 
skill performance, provide standardized scores for comparison, and assess the academic 
skills described in the SSIS Academic Competence subscale.  Reading and math scores 
were obtained from existing student records as participants had all completed 
achievement testing as part of their educational planning.  As stated, the majority of 
academic scores (e.g., reading and writing) came from the WIAT-III.  Some students, 
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however, had completed the Kaufman Test of Educational Achievement – Second 
Edition (KTEA-II; Kaufman & Kaufman, 2004) or the Woodcock-Johnson Tests of 
Achievement – Third Edition (WJ-III; Woodcock, McGrew, & Mather, 2001) and 
academic scores were obtained from these measures.  These assessments are also 
nationally standardized assessments of academic achievement that provide standardized 
scores for similar reading and writing tasks (Flanagan, Alfonso, & Dixon, 2014, pp. 38-
41). Scores from the KTEA-II and WJ-III may be reasonably compared to the WIAT-III 
reading and writing scores given that each assessment utilizes standard scores of 100 with 
standard deviations of 15.  
 Dependent variables.  The dependent variables for social skills were teacher and 
student ratings as reported on the SSIS Rating Scales, teacher and student forms, as well 
as observational ratings of successful completion of specified skills.  Various skills were 
selected for observation from three subscales on the SSIS (Communication, Cooperation, 
and Engagement); skills representative of other subscales were not selected due to 
potential low availability to observe in typical classroom settings.  Six skills were 
identified for observation (a) conversation, (b) nonverbal communication, (c) classroom 
participation, (d) follow expectations, (e) group participation, and (f) interaction.  
“Conversation” was defined as using appropriate conversational skills such as responding 
when spoken to, using appropriate tone and volume, and taking turns while speaking.  
“Nonverbal communication” was defined as using nonverbal communication 
appropriately during conversation such as making eye contact, facing appropriately, and 
maintaining appropriate distance between speakers.  “Classroom participation” was 
defined as being actively or passively involved, as appropriate to situation, in instruction; 
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examples included volunteering to answer questions, taking notes, following along in 
text, engaging in class discussion, and working on assignments.  “Follow expectations” 
was defined as engaging in appropriate classroom behavior, such as following directions, 
completing tasks without disrupting others, following classroom rules, and ignoring 
distractions.  “Group participation” was defined as engaging in group interactions; 
examples included joining activities that have already started, participating in games or 
group activities, and inviting others to join in activities.  Finally, “Interaction” was 
defined as the quality, or appropriateness, of social engagement such as ease of 
engagement and positive interactions.  Consistent with the instructions for the SSIS, each 
of these items were rated by both teachers and students on a 4-point Likert scale with the 
letters “N,” “S,” “O,” and “A” assigned to the values 0, 1, 2, and 3 respectively.  A 
response marked “N” indicated that the student never exhibits the behavior, “S” indicated 
that they seldom exhibits the behavior, “O” indicated that they often exhibit the behavior, 
and “A” indicated that they almost always exhibit the behavior.  
 The rubric for scoring the behavioral observations was as follows:  Conversation, 
Follow Expectations, and Interaction were observed and rated using the slider tool for 
rubric scoring on Metryx.  The slider tool allows the observer to rate a student’s 
performance of a skill on a scale of 0 to 100%, indicating the percentage of skill criteria 
completed.  A rating of 1-20% indicates that a student was not very successful in the 
completion of the skill, 21-40% indicates they were somewhat successful, 41-60% 
indicates they succeeded in completing about half of the criteria, 61-80% indicates they 
were mostly successful, and 81-100% indicates they completed criteria nearly flawlessly.  
Nonverbal Communication, Classroom Participation, and Group Participation were 
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observed using momentary time sampling for 15-minute observations with 30-second 
intervals.  In this manner, a student was observed at the end of each 30-second interval 
and rated as engaging in the behavior or not.  This type of observation resulted in a 
percentage from 1 to 100 indicating the percentage of intervals in which the student was 
successfully engaged in the observed behavior. 
The dependent measures for academic skills were teacher ratings as reported on 
the SSIS, student ratings as reported on a similar form, and performance scores from 
standardized achievement assessments as reported in student records.  Teachers and 
students rated academic performance on a 5-point Likert scale comparing student 
performance to that of other students.  Academic skills were rated as being in the Lowest 
10%, Next Lowest 10%, Middle 40%, Next Highest 20%, or Highest 10% with the values 
1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 respectively. The student SSIS form does not include an academic skills 
section, however, a form was developed (Appendix A) by the researcher, based on the 
teacher SSIS Academic Competence scale, for students to complete.   Reading and math 
performance scores were obtained from the WIAT-III (n = 11), KTEA-II (n = 5), and 
WJ-III (n = 4).  Students completed tasks that involved reading aloud for a timed period 




Informed consent was obtained from parents/caregivers for participation in the 
study for students under the age of 18, and assent was obtained from all students.  
Students who were 18 years of age provided informed assent for participation and a 
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follow-up phone call was provided to the parent/caregiver by the student’s school-based 
clinician to notify them of their child’s participation in the study and to clarify any 
questions the parent/caregiver might have.  All parents/caregivers were provided with a 
phone call from their child’s school-based clinician to explain the study and answer 
questions prior to the consent form being sent home.  Students received “credits,” or 
points to be used toward school-based rewards upon return of the parent/caregiver form.  
Students received credits regardless of whether or not the parent/caregiver agreed to 
student participation in the study.  Parent/caregiver consent forms (Appendix B) were 
sent home and returned to school with the student.  Consent forms were sent home with 
22 students and 86% (19 parents) were signed and returned.  Two of the 22 
parents/caregivers declined to have their child participate in the study.  Student assent 
forms (Appendix C) were explained by the researcher to each student individually upon 
obtaining parent/caregiver consent.  Students who were 18 years of age (n = 3) completed 
the assent process as previously outlined.  Teacher consent (Appendix D) was obtained at 
a staff meeting after the research study was discussed and all questions answered.  Rating 
scales were not completed by teachers who did not sign consent. 
Parent/caregiver consent and student assent were the primary inclusion criteria.  
Students also needed to reside outside of a group home setting in order to simplify the 
consent process as well as spend the majority of their day in the classroom.  Due to the 
nature of the school population, many students have difficulty staying in class for 
extended periods of time and often walk the halls or take movement breaks in the gym.  
In order to be included in the study, participants needed to be located in the classroom 
reliably for an extended period of time on most days.  All students for whom 
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parent/caregiver consent was obtained assented to participate in the study.  Data were not 
collected from students within each classroom for whom informed consent and assent 
were not obtained.  All students were treated in a manner consistent with the ethical 
guidelines of the American Psychological Association, the National Association of 
School Psychologists, and the Institutional Review Board of the University of Rhode 
Island. 
Training Procedures 
Two females enrolled in a psychology undergraduate program served as 
observers, in addition to the researcher, for course credit. Observers were trained in direct 
observational methods, the use of Metryx, and in how to navigate the classroom settings 
appropriately (e.g., consideration of student location within the classroom, appropriate 
classroom demeanor, how to use timing devices properly during observational periods, 
consideration of skill presentation in a clinical population).  Assistants attended four 
hours of training (divided into two sessions) conducted by the researcher.  During the 
training sessions, assistants discussed operational definitions of the behaviors to be 
observed and were trained in the observation methods used in the present study (e.g., 
momentary time sampling and rubric scoring).  Additionally, assistants practiced 
observation skills while observing video recordings of children in classroom settings.  
Assistants practiced observations on video recordings until 80% agreement was obtained 
between the assistants and the researcher.  
 All assistants were required to provide documentation of education and training in 
the “Responsible Conduct of Research” and of an official criminal background check 
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prior to conducting observations in the school.  All rating scales were hand-scored by the 
researcher and double-scored on a separate occasion. 
Direct Observation   
Students were observed for social-skill performance during the naturally 
occurring day in the classroom and transition periods such as breakfast, lunch and free 
time.  Dates, times, and subject matter being studied during an observation were 
recorded.  The skills “Conversation” and Nonverbal communication” were observed on 
the same occasions as one skill pair representing the Communication subscale.  
“Classroom participation” and “Follow expectations” were observed on the same 
occasions as a second skill pair representing the Cooperation subscale.  Finally, “Group 
participation” and “Interaction” were observed on the same occasions as a third skill pair 
representing the Engagement subscale.  Observers were randomly assigned to students.  
Each participating student was observed on four occasions on each skill pair; each 
observation was 15 minutes long, divided into thirty-second intervals.  Every 
participating student was observed for 15 minutes in a classroom setting on 12 separate 
occasions for a total of 180 minutes (3 hours). 
Social-skill observations were conducted using momentary time sampling and 
rubric scoring.  Each skill pair included one skill to be observed using momentary time-
sampling (Conversation, Class participation, Group participation) and one skill using 
rubric scoring (Nonverbal communication, Follow expectations, Interaction).  The 
momentary time sampling procedure required observers to observe students across a 15-
minute period, whereas the rubric scoring system required observers to evaluate the 
percentage of skill criteria completed during the 15-minute period.  Thus, the researcher 
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paired them together in order to maximize the productivity of time spent in observation.  
Table 2 illustrates the social-skill observational matrix for the present study.   Table 2:  Observation Matrix 
 
  Skill 
Observer Occasion 











1 S1-8 S1-8 S1-8 S1-8 S1-8 S1-8 
2 S1-8 S1-8 S1-8 S1-8 S1-8 S1-8 
3 S1-8 S1-8 S1-8 S1-8 S1-8 S1-8 
4 S1-8 S1-8 S1-8 S1-8 S1-8 S1-8 
5 S1-8 S1-8 S1-8 S1-8 S1-8 S1-8 
6 S1-8 S1-8 S1-8 S1-8 S1-8 S1-8 
B 
1 S9-12 S9-12 S9-12 S9-12 S9-12 S9-12 
2 S9-12 S9-12 S9-12 S9-12 S9-12 S9-12 
3 S9-12 S9-12 S9-12 S9-12 S9-12 S9-12 
4 S9-12 S9-12 S9-12 S9-12 S9-12 S9-12 
5 S9-12 S9-12 S9-12 S9-12 S9-12 S9-12 
6 S9-12 S9-12 S9-12 S9-12 S9-12 S9-12 
C 
1 S13-20 S13-20 S13-20 S13-20 S13-20 S13-20 
2 S13-20 S13-20 S13-20 S13-20 S13-20 S13-20 
3 S13-20 S13-20 S13-20 S13-20 S13-20 S13-20 
4 S13-20 S13-20 S13-20 S13-20 S13-20 S13-20 
5 S13-20 S13-20 S13-20 S13-20 S13-20 S13-20 
6 S13-20 S13-20 S13-20 S13-20 S13-20 S13-20 
 
The Undergraduate assistants spent between 4 and 18 hours each week observing 
the participating students on the specified social skills.  Observations were collected for 3 
months from December 2013 through February of 2014 (with 7 days off for a school 
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break in December, 1 day off for professional development, and 3 days off for school 
cancellations due to snow) until all observations were completed. 
Additionally, inter-rater observations were conducted for each of the students on 
the fourth occasion for each skill.  Secondary observers randomly were assigned to 
students and they conducted an observation on each skill simultaneously with the primary 
observer for each student.  This provided inter-rater information for each of the 20 
students on one occasion for each skill. 
Rating scales.  Academic and social skills were assessed using the SSIS and the 
companion academic form for students, developed by the researcher, on 2 occasions (2 to 
3 weeks apart) in order to obtain test-retest reliability.  Participating teachers were asked 
to complete the SSIS and return it to the researcher.  Participating students were asked to 
complete the SSIS with their school-based clinician or the researcher so that any 
questions they had while completing the form could be answered.  School-based 
clinicians were asked to return completed student forms to the researcher.  The SSIS 
consists of 83 items to be answered on a Likert-type scale as previously described.  
Participants were only asked to complete the social skills and academic sections of the 
SSIS, which consists of 53 items.  The SSIS forms take approximately 10-15 minutes to 
complete.  Thus, participants spent approximately 20-30 minutes completing rating scales 







Social Skills  Academic Skills Comm.  Coop.  Engage. 1  2  3  4  5  6  Read  Math 
Soc. Skills 
Com.  1. Conv.  1.0  .718*  .758*  .850*  .247  .463*  .411  .385 2. Nonverb.a    1.00  .787*  .738*  .453  .681*  .649*  .673* 
Coop.  3. Class Part.      1.00  .926*  .130  .396  .652*  .596* 4. Follow Expect.        1.00  .045  .280  .560*  .567* 
Eng.  5. Group Part.          1.00  .736*  .123  .150 6. Interact.            1.00  .523*  .502* Ac. Skills  Read              1.00  .900* Math                1.00 
   29 
  Table 4:  Teacher Rating and Behavioral Observation Correlations Methods  Traits  Behavioral Observation 
Teach. Rating 
Social Skills  Academic Skills Comm.  Coop.  Engage. 1  2  3  4  5  6  Read  Math 
Soc. Skills 
Comm.  1. Conv.  .261  .330  .608*  .616*  .441  .431  .029  .123 2. Nonverb    .276  .442  .477*  .204  .365  .141  .486* 
Coop.  3. Class Part.      .713*  .738*  .352  .360  .166  .379 4. Follow Expect.        .781*  .408  .363  .195  .247 
Engage.  5. Group Part.          .170  .212  ‐.261  .156 6. Interact.            .358  ‐.072  .415 Ac. Skills  Read              .547*  .649* Math                .588*  Table 5:  Teacher and Student Rating Correlations Methods  Traits  Student Rating 
Teacher Rating 
Social Skills  Academic Skills Comm.  Coop.  Engage. 1  2  3  4  5  6  Read  Math 
Social Skills 
Comm.  1. Conv.  .065  .056  ‐.010  .353  .053  ‐.08  .054  .038 2. Nonverbal    .413  .233  .314  .281  .053  .172  .269 
Coop.  3. Class Part.      .460*  .684*  .136  ‐.16  ‐.064  .282 4. Follow Expect.        .681*  .091  ‐.10  ‐.028  .183 






Social Skills  Academic Skills Comm.  Coop.  Engage. 1  2  3  4  5  6  Read  Math 
Soc. Skills 
Comm.  1. Conv.  1.0  .812*  .18  .301  .255  .240  .150  .366 2. Nonverb.    1.00  .43  .506  .532*  .458*  .020  .214 
Coop.  3. Class Part.      1.00  .883  .700*  .545*  ‐.25  .043 4. Follow Expect.        1.00  .716*  .638*  ‐.01  .004 
Eng..  5. Group Part.          1.00  .818*  ‐.18  ‐.07 6. Interact.            1.00  ‐.11  ‐.07 Ac. Skills  Read              1.00  .44* Math                1.00  Table 7:  Behavioral Observation and Student Rating Correlations Methods  Traits  Student Rating 
Beh. Obs. 
Social Skills  Academic Skills Comm.  Coop.  Engage. 1  2  3  4  5  6  Read  Math 
Soc. Skills 
Comm.  1. Conv.  .147  .362  .401  .342  .455*  .576*  .401  .281 2. Nonverb.    .270  .376  .330  .476*  .467*  .296  .316 
Coop.  3. Class Part.      .270  .468*  .041  ‐.185  ‐.204  .380 4. Follow Expect.        .562*  .166  ‐.015  ‐.119  .239 




Social Skills  Academic Skills Comm.  Coop.  Engage. 1  2  3  4  5  6  Read  Math 
Soc. Skills 
Comm.  1. Conv.  1.00  .746*  .611*  .335  .316  .355  .138  .022 2. Nonverbal    1.00  .786*  .300  .667*  .558*  .384  .324 
Coop.  3. Class Part.      1.00  .700*  .476*  .336  .118  .506* 4. Follow Expect.        1.00  .050  ‐.103  ‐.200  .424 
Eng.  5. Group Part.          1.00  .807*  .603**  .373 6. Interact.            1.00  .689**  .232 Ac. Skills  Read              1.00  .218 Math                1.00    Table 9 illustrates a condensed depiction of the multitrait‐multimethod matrix.  Each of the previous tables is represented along with lettered sections designating convergent and discriminant validity values.  In Table 9, for example, sections a1, a3, and a5 are analogous to reliability values for the social‐skills domains.  Sections b1, b3, and b5 represent convergent validity values for social skills.  Sections a2, a4, and a6 are analogous to reliability values for the academic‐skills domains.  Sections b2, b4, and b6 represent convergent validity values for academic skills.  Homomethod discriminant validity values are represented in sections c1, c2, and c3, and heteromethod discriminant validity values are represented in sections d1, d2, and d3.   
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  Table 9.  Condensed MTMM Matrix Methods    Teach. Rating  Beh. Obs.  Student Rating   Traits  Social  Academic  Social  Academic  Social  Academic Teach. Rating  Social  a1  c1  b1  d1  b5  d3 Academic  Table 3  a2  Table 4  b2  Table 5  b6 Beh. Obs  Social      a3  c2  b3  d2 Academic      Table 6  a4  Table 7  b4 Student Rating  Social          a5  c3 Academic          Table 8  a6    In order to condense information from each table for ease of interpretation, a measure of central tendency was calculated for each lettered section.  The median was used for central tendency as the mean can be influenced by skewed distributions and some level of skewness was anticipated due to low sample size.  In some instances, Fisher’s z’ (Fisher, 1924) was used to assist in calculating the median.  Fisher’s z’ is used to transform Pearson r’s to a normally distributed statistic, with which mathematical calculations can be computed.  Following the calculation of the median, the Fisher’s z’ statistic was transformed back to a Pearson’s r for consistency of interpretation.   Social‐skills domain.  The median correlational values across social‐skills domains as outlined previously, were .681 for teacher ratings, .532 for behavioral observations, and .476 for student ratings.  In order to assess the consistency of ratings, Cronbach’s α (Cronbach, 1951) was calculated for each set of social‐skills reliability correlations.  Values greater than .9 are considered excellent, values between .7 and .9 are good, values between .6 and .7 are acceptable, values between 
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Skill  Reliability Coefficient Teacher  Reliability Coefficient Student Conversation  .788**  .581** Nonverbal Communication  .745**  .685** Classroom Participation  .559*  .731** Follow Expectations  .813**  .673** 
   35 
Skill  Coefficient Teacher  Coefficient Student Group Participation  .577**  .811** Interaction  .612**  .579** Reading  .525*  .720** Math  .737*  .767** * significant at .05 alpha level    **significant at .01 alpha level   All correlations were significant at the .05 level, indicating that any differences between T1 and T2 ratings were likely not due to chance.  Many correlational coefficients, however, did not surpass .70, which is used here as an acceptable level of test‐retest reliability.  Teachers were not adequately reliable at rating students’ Classroom Participation, Group Participation, Interaction, and Reading skills.  Students were not adequately reliable at rating their Conversation, Nonverbal Communication, Follow Expectations, and Interaction skills.   
Generalizability and Decision Studies   The VARCOMPS procedure was used to compute the variance components analyzed in the G2.sps SPSS program developed by Mushquash and O’Connor (2006, revised 2012).  The Matrix‐End Matrix procedure was used to read the variance components according to the specifications of the design, and G‐theory results were obtained.  Results of this G‐study are presented in Table 11, which lists the sources of variation, the variance components, and the proportions of total variance explained by each facet; Figure 1 presents the proportions of variance explained by each of these sources in a circle graph.    
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  The overall, relative G‐Coefficient, which describes the universal reliability of the measure, was .936.  This coefficient indicates that approximately 94% of the variance was accounted for with approximately 6% of the variance representing error.  The residual term accounted for the greatest portion of variance (i.e., 51%).  Students (i.e., the object of measurement, accounting for nesting within observer) accounted for 23% of the variance.  The interactions of Occasion‐by‐Observer, Occasion‐by‐Student, Skill‐by‐Student, and Skill‐by‐Observer accounted for smaller proportions of 6%, 6%, 7%, and 5%, respectively.   Next, D‐studies were conducted in order to estimate how varying levels might affect the reliability of each facet.  These D‐study results are presented in Table 12.  Table 12.  D‐Study Results 
Observer  Skill  Occasion    1     6     8     10 
1  1  .269  .588  .625  .650 4  .532  .827  .851  .866 8  .635  .888  .906  .917 10  .661  .901  .917  .928 
4  1  .595  .851  .870  .881 4  .820  .950  .958  .963 8  .874  .969  .975  .978 10  .886  .973  .978  .981 
5  1  .648  .877  .893  .903 4  .850  .960  .966  .970 8  .897  .975  .980  .982 10  .907  .978  .982  .985 




































































































































Remember, you can ask any questions you may have about this study.  If you have a 
question, you can call me at (508) 336-8212 ext. 27 or Professor W. Grant Willis, who is 
working with me on this project, at (401) 874-4245.  You can also talk to Charles Seekell 
regarding this project.  Signing your name at the bottom of this form means that you have read or listened to what it says and you understand it.  Signing this form also means that you agree to participate in this study and your questions have been answered.   
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